




















resources activity. This public policy need is explicitly recognized in connection with EEO-1
reports and similar documentation.

At the same time, there is no authority-expressed or implied-conferred by section 342 which the
Directors can use to compel an institution’s public disclosure of its assessment results. Unlike the
public evaluation expressly required by the Community Reinvestment Act, Congress authorized
no similar requirement in connection with workforce diversity under section 342 (b)(2)(C).
Furthermore, section 342 (b)(4) leaves no doubt that the assessment standards contemplated are
not to be used to compel any specific action. This prohibition is stated in a passive voice that
encompasses not only direct agency enforcement action, but also any mechanism-such as
mobilization of public criticism-that disclosure of self-assessment might invite. Similarly, the
proposal’s suggestion that “model” assessments should include voluntary disclosure to the
Agencies of an institution’s self-assessment or any other related performance information steps
beyond the authority afforded in the law and will erode incentives for conducting such self-
assessments.

In summary, the policy trade-offs represented by the legislative language contained in section
342 rely on a process of having non-supervisory agency Directors develop standards for
assessing diversity policies and practices, that regulated entities can voluntarily use a common
resource to self-evaluate diversity performance within the confidential governance process of
their institutions. Zions Bank believes such standards will be a useful reference to our members
whose boards and senior management can apply them to their own circumstances, as appropriate.
However, a “model assessment” based on such standards should not entail either voluntary
disclosure to an agency or public posting of the assessment efforts.

Conclusion

Zions Bank commends the Agencies for their efforts to tackle this challenging assignment. We
look forward to continuing to work with the Agencies in the evolutionary process that support
diversity efforts. At the same time, we believe it is critically important to recognize the great
diversity of communities and financial intuitions across the United States where trying to
establish any kind of uniform approach clearly would be counter-productive.

In order to succeed, we believe it is important to recognize that any one-size-fits-all model would
be extremely burdensome to many community financial institutions and would be another burden
that serves to the detriment of community banks. Finally, we encourage the Agencies to be
mindful that all banks are integral parts of their local communities and, as such, reflect the make-
up of their communities appropriately whether their retail footprints are national, regional, state-
wide, or simply a part of a political subdivision, whether they are urban, suburban, or rural.
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A. Scott Anderson



